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Proposed Plan for AL,M,

Installation Restoration Site 25 Soil ]PMO
Former NAS Alameda

Alameda, California August 2006

U.S. NA VY ANNOUNCES PROPOSED PLAN
The U,S. Navy requests public comments on the proposed second and final phase of the response action
for soil at Installation Restoration (IR) Site 25, located on the former Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda on
Alameda Point (Figure 1). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
worked with the Navy in the evaluation of alternatives and in the selection of the preferred alternative.

This Proposed Plan announces the Navy's institutionalcontrols (ICs) as the second phase
preferred alternative for the second and final of the response action and the final remedy,
phase of the response action addressing soil at which will secure the site and will address
Site 25, where polynuclear aromatic potential long-term risks.

hydrocarbons (PAHs)* are the site This Proposed Plan summarizes the alternativescontaminants. These PAHs are not related to a
Navy release, but appear to be associated with evaluated per the Comprehensive Environmental
fill at the site that was placed there prior to the Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Navy obtaining the properly. The United States (CERCLA) and explains the basis for choosing
Coast Guard (USCG) North Village Housing, the preferred alternative.
Estuary Park, and USCG Housing Maintenance

_u Office are located on Site 25. USCG North
Village Housing is no longer occupied, but the
USCG Housing Maintenance Office is still at
Site 25. _,_

TOprotect the public and residents, the Navy
completed two removal actions at Site 25. The
Navy removed over 66,700 cubic yards of PAH- _ '_
contaminated soil across about 26 acres where :-, _ "
the PAH concentrations were the highest. _:
Post-removal evaluations of the soil testing
resultsshow that there is no immediate risk to ' -=

children or adults in these areas. The Navy Figure 1. Former NAS Alameda Location
proposes the preferred alternative of

*A glossaryof terms and definitionsis provided on page 12. Page 1



THE CERCLA PROCESS COMPREHENSIVEENVIRONMENTAL

The Navyis issuingthis ProposedPlanas part RESPONSE,COMPENSATIONAND
of itspublicparticipationresponsibilitiesunder LIABILrrYACT(CERCLA)PROCESS _..../
Section117(a)of CERCLAandSection
300.430(f)(2)of the NationalOilandHazardous

Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). (PreliminaryAssessment/_The flowchartto therightillustratesthe current siteInspection(PAP31)
statusof Site25 in the CERCLAprocess. _ _.

This ProposedPlansummarizesinformation
detailedin the remedialinvestigation(RI) and (t RemedialInvestigatlon/-'_

feasibilitystudy (FS) reportsand other L_ FeaslbilityStudy
!

documentscontainedin the administrative (RI/FS) j
recordfile for this site. The Navyencourages '_
the publicto reviewthese documentsto gainan
understandingof the environmental
assessmentand investigationactivitiesthat
havebeenconducted. The documentsare
availablefor public reviewat the locationslisted (f Recordor _"_
on page 10. j Decision J
A publiccommentperiodwill be heldfrom ./

August21, 2006 throughSeptember20, 2006, (_ -_

and publiccommentscanbe submittedvia RemedialDesign/RemedialAction
mail,fax,or e-mail throughoutthe period. A (RD_A)
publicmeetingwill be heldon September12....
2006 at Alameda Point,950 West Mall Square, "__'
Room201 from 6:30 to 8:00 p.m. Membersof (_ Site

the publicmaysubmitwrittenand oral L Closure Jcommentsonthis ProposedPlanat the public ___
meeting. Commentsmustbe providedno later

than September20, 2006. CurrentPhase
In consultationwiththe regulatoryagencies,the

Navymay modifythe preferredalternativeor ThisProposedPlanaddressesthesecondphase
selectanotheralternativeremedybasedon of the Navy'sresponseaction,whichis the final
feedbackfromthecommunityoron new remedyforsoilatSite25. Site25 waspreviously
information.Therefore,thecommunityis referredto asOperableUnit5 (orOU-5) insome
stronglyencouragedto reviewandcomment.A
finaldecisionwillnotbemadeuntilall reports,includingtheRIand FSreports. Based
commentsareconsidered, on inputfrom EPAandto avoidconfusion,thesoil

remedyfor thissiteis nowreferredto as Site25
SITE DESCRIPTION AND soil,andthegroundwaterremedyfor Site25 and
BACKGROUND otheradjacentareas isreferredto as Operable

Unit5/IR-02groundwater.
The formerNASAlamedais locatedon
AlamedaPoint(Figure1)andceased AlamedaPointis relativelyflat landcreatedby
operationsin1997. Site25 is locatedonthe fillingtidelands,marshlands,and sloughs
northeasterncornerofAlamedaPoint.Housing betweenOaklandInnerHarborand thewestern
was thehistoricallanduse. As shownin tip ofAlamedaIsland.Thefill largelyconsisted

ofdredgefromthesurroundingSanFranciscoFigure 2 (nextpage),Site25 includesthe Bay,OaklandInnerHarbor,andSeaplaneUSCGNorthVillageresidentialhousingarea
(Parcel181),EstuaryPark(Parcel182),and Lagoon.
USCGHousingMaintenanceOffice(Parcel Fromthe late1800suntilthe1920s,twogas
183). USCGresidentialhousingisvacant, plants,anoil refinery,andothermanufacturing
There issomeindustrial/recreational/open businesseswere locatednearthe present-day
spacein the EstuaryParkarea. The Site25 site. These facilitiesmayhavedischargedgas _q_
plannedfuture use is for housing, plantand refinerywastes alongthe sidesof PPage 2
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Figure 2. Site 25 Layout

tidal channels and on the surface of source of the PAH contamination found in the
marshlaods. AS the marshlands and intertidal upper artificial fill, and that the presence of
areas were filled in, discharged gas plant and PAHs in the soil at Site 25 is not due to "upward

_i refinery wastes became entrapped, creating migration" of Marsh Crust contaminants.
what is now referred to as the Marsh Crust.
This Marsh Crust layer consistsof entrapped The Site 25 fillhistoryshows that the fill was in

place by 1930, and mostof the fill, particularly
petroleumwastes that containPAHs (i.e., the in the northern part of the site, was in place by
byproductsof incompletecombustionfrom 1919. The Navy acquiredNAS Alameda in
refineryand coal gasificationprocesses). 1936. Aerial photographsshow that the Site 25
Subsequent filling actions have buried the area, which was notthen part of NAS Alameda,
Marsh Crust at depths ranging from 8 to 20 feet was developed as housing in the 1940s. These
below ground surface (bgs). The fill material houses remained through the mid-196Os. The
itself,i.e., the material that overliesthe Marsh Navy acquired the Site 25 area in two separate
Crust, consists mostly of dredged sediment transactions in 1966 and 1968 for the purpose
from the Oakland Inner Harbor. This sediment of housing. The majority of the site was
contains deposits of similar waste materials to acquired in April 1966. The eastern part of the
that forming the Marsh Crust, and these site was acquired in March 1968. The Navy
deposits appear to have originated from the constructed housing at Site 25 in 1969.
coal gasification plants, several of which were
historically located in what is now Jack London SITE INVESTIGATIONS
Square. As the sediment was dredged and A comprehensive soil Ri was performed in 2001
used as till on Alameda Point, the contaminants to expand upon previous investigations. It
from the sediment were spread throughout the included the collection of subsurface soil,
filled areas. There are clear trends that show groundwater, and soil gas samples at Site 25.
that the areas filled first, i.e., Estuary Park and Analysis for several possible contaminants,
the northern portion of Site 25 North Housing, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
exhibit higher levels of PAH contamination, pesticides, metals, and volatile organic
which stands to reason as the sediment compounds, was conducted.

dredged first had the highest levels of deposited

PAH contamination. It is important to During the soil RI, Parcel 181 was furfher
distinguish that the Marsh Crust is not the divided into seven decision areas (DAs) as
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shown on Figure 2. As summarized in the FS, without hardscape for DAs 4, 5, and 7 and
these DAs were identified as having distinct and Parcels 182 and 183, including soil with PAH
different patterns in the distribution of PAHs. A concentrations below 1.8 mg/kg. The
statistical analysis was used to group data into excavated areas were backfilled with clean _ _.
areas that had the same range of PAH imported fill. Following this removal action, the
concentrations, balanced with neighborhood PAH concentrations in soil from the upper 2 feet
boundaries. These DAs were used during the across all undeveloped (non-paved) areas of
2001 and 2002 removal of the soil containing Site 25 was calculated to have an average PAH
the highest PAH concentrations and to provide equivalent value of 0.4 mg/kg. Post-removal
conservative estimates of potential human- evaluations show that there is no immediate
health risks, risk to children or adults, and soil to a depth of 4

feet is protective of human health.The RI identified PAHs as the contaminants of
concern in soil. Metals are naturally occurring, RISK ASSESSMENT
and no localized areas of metals concentrations

Within the context of environmental investigationswere found that would indicate a Navy source.
This is consistent with the historical use of the and actions, "risk" is the likelihood or probability
site for housing. The RI report concluded that that a hazardous substance, when released to the
metals were found at concentrations consistent environment, will cause adverse effects on
with background levels, exposed human or other biological receptors.

Risk is further classified as carcinogenic (causes
COMPLETED REMOVAL ACTIONS cancer) or non-carcinogenic (causes other

As the first phase of the response action for soil illnesses).
at Site 25, the Navy conducted two soil removal A human health risk assessment (HHRA) was
actions to remove soil from areas with the performed for Site 25 that included multiple and
highest concentrations of PAHs and the comprehensive exposure pathways including
greatest likelihood for human exposure. In consumption of homegrown produce. Chemicals
2000, the Navy removed PAH-contaminated were compared to EPA and DTSC criteria to
soil from the Clover Park area of Site 25 to a identify which chemicals were likely to be of
depth of 4 feet below surface to eliminate concern, and PAHs in the soil were identified. _...

potential exposure to children playing in the Risk assessments are designed to provide a
park. The park is a clover leaf-shaped play margin of safety to protect public health and the
area, approximately 45 by 45 feet, edged by a environment by using conservative
concrete berm and filled with imported sand. assumptions that assure risks are not
Based on the results of the 2001 RI, the Navy underestimated. Actual human exposures and
conducted another soil removal during 2001 associated risks are likely to be less than those
and 2002 for Estuary Park and several housing calculated for the risk assessment because
areas (Parcel 181 DAs 4, 5, and 7 and all of each input value is conservative and the site is
Parcels 182 and 183). Removal involved assumed to be unpaved.

excavation of 66,763 cubic yards of soil to a The Navy used EPA guidance to evaluate the
depth of 2 feet below surface in unimproved different ways that people might be exposed to
(soil-covered) areas and offsite disposal of this the chemical, the possible concentration of the
soil. chemical that potentially could be encountered
An excavated depth of 2 vertical feet was in those exposures, and the potential frequency
selected because it would protect the residents, and duration of exposure. Exposure pathways
did not interfere with utilities located at 3 feet and potential receptors (i.e., who may be at
and below, and was not cost prohibitive. A risk) for Site 25 soil are shown in Table 1.
1.8 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) action level
for PAHs was used as a value to identify the
DAs that most needed the soil removal.
Removal was conducted in DAs 4, 5, and 7 and I Soil Pathways

Parcels 182 and 183 because these areas had I • Directcontactwithsoil (ingestion,inhalationof

the greatest number of samples with dust,anddermalabsorption)forall receptors
concentrations of PAHs over 1.8 mg/kg in the • Consumptionof home-grownproducefor future

residentsupper 2 feet of soil. The removal action "'q_
excavated all soil in the upper 2 feet of areas /Page4



These exposure pathways are based on current Risks for these areas were recalculated using
and reasonable future exposure scenarios. To the concentration data from the fill material.
account for uncertainty, and to be Using a residential scenario, all human

_, ._ representative, the risk calculations use receptors were evaluated for direct contact
statistical methods and a reasonable maximum exposure with soil, and the future residents'
exposure to assure that risks are not evaluation included exposure through ingestion
underestimated, of homegrown produce (see Table 2, next

The likelihood of any kind of cancer resulting page).
from exposure to chemicals is generally Table 2 presents the estimated PAH risk values
expressed as an upper bound probability. For for soil in each DA where soil was previously
example, a 1 in 10,000 chance is a risk of removed and replaced with clean soil. Table 3
lx10 4. In this case, for every 10,000 people, presents the estimated PAH risk values for soil
one additional cancer case may occur as a in each DA for the areas where soil was not
result of exposure. A 1 in 1,000,000 chance is previously removed.

a risk of lx10 6. In this case, for every For DAs 4, 5, and 7 and Estuary Park (Parcels
1,000,000 people, one additional cancer case 182 and 183), which were subject to the
may occur as a result of exposure. In previous soil removal, the cancer risk from soil
accordance with EPA guidance, the risk exposure ranged from 2 x10.7to 1 x10-4for
management range is 10.4to 10-6. The risk depth intervals to 4 feet below surface. These
management range was established by EPA to risks are lower than or within the risk

set guidelines for making risk management management range. For DA 7 and Estuary
decisions. Park (Parcels 182 and 183), the soil below a
For non-cancer effects, a hazard quotient (HQ) depth of 4 feet exceeds the risk management
is calculated. An HQ of 1 or greater indicates range and has an HI greater than 1.

that a lifetime of exposure may have potential The risks associated with exposure to PAHs in
for causing adverse health effects. The HQ is

the upper 2 feet in the post-removal areas are
based upon effects of a single chemical. For
multiple chemicals, the HQs are added together based on samples collected from the imported

clean fill, and the cancer risks are consistently
_ "1 to obtain the hazard index (HI). As a useful 2 xl0 -7. These cancer risks are below 10.6and

reference for assessing health effects, the HI is
commonly used to express health effects of are considered insignificant. In the upper 2 feet

in the post-removal areas, the HI was 0.0003
chemical mixtures, for non-cancer risk, which is well below the
EPA guidance states "Where the cumulative 1.0 HI that indicates a potential for causing
carcinogenic site risk to an individual based on adverse health effects.
reasonable maximum exposure for both current The risk assessment for Parcel 181 DAs 1,2, 3,and future land use is less than 10.4and the

and 6 that were not subject to the soil removal
non-carcinogenic HQ is less than 1, action had a cancer risk for all depths (to 8 feet below
generally is not warranted unless there are surface) ranging from 9 xl0 6 at DA 1 to 9 xl0 -_
adverse environmental impacts. However, if at DA 6 (Table 3). The non-cancer HI was
[maximum contaminant levels] MCLs or non- below 1.0 for all locations.
zero [maximum contaminant level goals]
MCLGs are exceeded, action generally is The maximum risk from exposure to PAHs in
warranted." Site-specific factors are typically soil of 9 xl0 -S(non-removal areas) and 8 x10.4
considered at sites where the cancer risks are (removal areas) is for exposure to soil at depths
in the 10.4to 106 range when decisions are below 4 feet at DAs 6 and Parcels 182/183.
being made about whether action will be taken. Since the maximum soil risks are localized in
Cancer risks below 106 are generally these areas and below a depth of 4 feet,
considered insignificant. For cancer risks exposure to residents is considered unlikely.

above the risk management range of 10.4to The estimated risks associated with soil for
106, action is generally required. Site 25 have a high level of confidence based
Cancer Risk for Soil upon extensive soil samples (greater than 600)

and the evaluationof comprehensiveexposures
•, The Navy removed the upper2 feet of soil in includingingestionof home-grown produceand

_l Parcel 181 in DAs 4, 5, and 7 and all of Parcels ingestion of soil for 350 days per year for

182 and 183 and replaced it with clean soil. 30 years. This process assures that the risks

Page5



Values Calculated by EPASoil Methods

Depth
Interval Cancer Risk Non-cancer HI

0-2* 2x10-7 0.0003 0-2 lx10 .5 0.02
0-4 3x105 0.04 0-4 9x10-6 0.02
0-8 4x10.5 0.05 0-8 9x10-6 0.02

0-2* 2x10-7 0.0003 0-2 4x10-5 0.05
0-4 6xl 05 0.08 0-4 6xl 0.5 0.07
0-8 6x105 0.07 0-8 6x10.5 0.08

0-2* 2xl 0-7 0.0003 0-2 2xl 0.5 0.02
0-4 4x10-5 0.08 0-4 lx10 -5 0.01
0-8 3x10.4 2 0-8 7x10-5 0.04

0-2* 2x10.7 0.0003 0-2 3x10-5 0.04
0-4 lx10.4 0.3 0-4 4x10-5 0.06
0-8 8x10-4 1 0-8 9x10.5 0.1

* new,importedsoil

are not underestimated, and in fact, tend to REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES
overestimate actual health risks. Because of
the high confidence level and extensive site To evaluate remedial alternatives, remedial
characterization, risks within the risk action objectives (RAOs) are developed.
management range are protective of human During the FS, the RAOs provide a means of
health for the residential exposures at Site 25. identifying areas for potential remedial action,

for screening the types of appropriate
Non-Cancer Risk for Soil technologies, and for assessing a remedial

All non-cancer HI values were equal to or less alternative's ability to achieve required
than 1.0 except for a value of 2.0 from the 0- to objectives.
8-foot interval at DA 7 (Tables 2 and 3). The RAO developed for soil is to prevent

ICs will address the potential impacts in this human exposure to soil containing PAHs at
case (see Table 4, next page), concentrations that represent a lifetime cancer

risk exceeding the risk management range or a
ECOLOGICALRISK ASSESSMENT non-cancer HI greater than 1. The RAO may

be achieved by reducing exposure.
An ecological risk assessment (ERA) was
conducted for soil. The ERA did not find a Because extensive removal of contaminated

significant risk to terrestrial ecological soil has been conducted and human health
receptors. A significant factor was the marginal risks now are within the risk management range
quality of the general area with respect to from surface to a depth of 4 feet, the preferred
habitat for and/or presence of terrestrial alternative at Site 25 is Alternative 2, ICs.
ecological receptors.
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ICs described in this Proposed Plan include land use restrictions that would be established to limit human exposure
._ to soil. ICs are applicable to all alternatives evaluated for soil (except Alternative 1, no action) and will be

implemented as soon as feasible.

If the propertywithin Site 25 is transferred to a non-federal entity, the land use restrictionswill be incorporated into
and implementedthrough two separate legal instruments:

1. Restrictive covenants included in a "Covenant to Restrict Use of Property" entered into by the Navy and DTSC as
provided in Cal Code Regs. tit. 22, §67391.1, and consistent with the Navy/DTSC 2000 Memorandum of
Agreement.

2. A Quitclaim Deed from the Navy to the property recipient.

If the propertywithin Site 25 is transferred to a federal department or agency, the land use restrictionswill be
incorporatedinto a Memorandumof Agreement or similar agreement.

Proposed land use restrictions:

• Prohib#excavation of soil from depths greater than 4 feet in areas that are not covered by existing hardscape
unless future landowner gains regulatoryand DoN approval of, and complies with a soil management plan (SMP).
EPA and DTSC will require the future landowner to enter into an enforceable agreement for building removal and
major site work.

• Require the future landowner to gain written approval from the regulatory agencies and the Navy and comply with
a SMP before the demolition or removal of hardscape, buildings, and structures (e.g., concrete roadways, parking
lots, foundations,sidewalks) existing at the time of the record of decision (ROD) issuance. EPA and DTSC will
require the future landowner to enter into an enforceable agreement for building removal and major site work.

Access provisions are requiredto ensure the Navy and regulatory agencieshave access to the site for the purpose of
implementing the remedy, and conducting inspections.

SUMMARY OF REMEDIATION detail in the FS,Alternatives1 through3, are
ALTERNATIVES summarizedinTable5 (nextpage).

Remedialalternativesevaluatedrangedfrom COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
"noaction"to extensiveremediationandwere Selectionof thepreferredalternativeisbased
screenedandevaluatedintheFS. The results ontheNationalOilandHazardousSubstances
of thoseevaluationsarebrieflysummarized ContingencyPlan(NCP)criteria(seeTable6,
below. ICs,whichare includedineach page9). A discussionof thethreeremedial
remedialalternative,arepresentedinTable4. alternativesas theyrelateto the ninecriteria
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES followsand issummarizedinTable7 (page10).

1. Overall Protectionof HumanHealthand
Fivealternativesweredevelopedandevaluated the Environment.All of the alternatives,intheSite25 SoilFS. Twoalternatives,4 and
5, whichwere removalofsoilto 4 and8 feet exceptAlternative1, areprotectiveof

humanhealthandtheenvironmentby
belowsurface,respectively,werescreenedout reducingthe risksposedbysoilthrough
duringtheFSevaluations. ICs. ForAlternative2, soilintheupper
Alternatives4 and5 didnotundergoa detailed 4 feet intheundevelopedopenspaceis
evaluationinthe FSbecausethesetwo consideredprotectiveof humanhealth
alternativeshavesignificantlygreatercosts withoutICsbecausefollowingthe removal
($18.8millionand$31.4million,respectively), of theupper2 feetofsoilinareaswiththe
stillrequireICs forprotection,andachieved highestPAHconcentrations,risks
onlya minorincreaseinprotectivenessrelative throughoutthesite are lowerthanorwithin
to the increaseincosts, the riskmanagementrange. Basedonthe

ForAlternatives4 and5, thesoilremovalalso highlevelof confidencethatrisksarenot
wouldbecomplexbecauseof shallow underestimated,andextensivesite
groundwaterandnumerousutilities,and it characterization,riskswithintheriskmanagementrangeareprotectiveofhuman

'\_r" would be disruptivetosite useover a long
duration. The soil alternativesevaluatedin healthfor the residentialexposuresat

[ Site 25. Forsoil deeperthan 4 feet, ICswill
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Alternative Description
1. NoAction TheNoActionAlternativeis requiredby CERCLAto beevaluatedasan

alternativeto establisha baselinefromwhichto comparetheother 0
alternatives,Inthisscenario,noactionsareperformed.

2. Institutional Alternative2, ICs,willbe implementedforallof Site25 to limithumancontact
Controls(IC) withsoil thatcontainsPAHsthatmaybe harmfulto humanhealth.TheICs

will requirethefuturelandownerto obtainwrittenapprovalfromtheregulatory
agenciesandtheNavyandcomplywitha soilmanagementplanfor 0.25
excavationof soilbelowa specifieddepthandremovalof hardscapeor
buildings.EPAandDTSCwill requirethefuturelandownerto enterintoan
enforceableagreementforbuildingremovalandmajorsitework.

3. ICand ThisalternativeincludesICsas inAlternative2 andexcavationof about
excavationfrom 14,800cubicyardsof PAH-impactedsoil.Plasticfencingbarrierand2 feetof 4.3
0 to2 feetdepth cleanbackfillwouldadda physicalbarrierto inhibithumanaccessto residual
in Parcel181 PAH-impactedsoilat depthsgreaterthan2 feet.

be implemented to limit human contact with of trucks, and increased truck traffic
this soil. For Alternative 3, excavation to associated with transporting excavated soil
2 feet bgs is for the remaining non- containing PAHs. However, engineering
hardscape areas, so risks associated with controls would be used to minimize the
soil below 2 feet and hardscape areas generation of dust and airborne
remain unchanged. Alternative 1, which particulates, and truck traffic would avoid
failed this first criterion, will not be residential routes as much as possible.
compared further. The no action alternative
provides a basis of comparison and is 6. Implementability. All of the alternatives

are implementable. For Alternative 2 and
required by the NCP. Alternative 3, IC negotiations between ...,_.

2. Compliance with ARARs (See Table 8, agencies and the Navy would be required to
page 12). Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 determine the content of the ICs.
both comply with ARARs. Alternative 3 is easy to implement because

the excavation is above the water table and
3. Long-Term Effectiveness and

above the depth of numerous onsitePermanence. Alternatives 2 and 3 are
moderately effective and permanent by utilities. Excavation with offsite disposal is

proven to be simple and readily available
limiting access to impacted soil at depths technology, used onsite for the prior
greater than 4 feet bgs in non-hardscape removal actions. The offsite disposal would
areas, not require hazardous waste disposal

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or because the impacted soil should pass
Volume through Treatment. None of the hazardous waste criteria based on
alternatives include treatment as a concentrations of impacted soil in previous
component of the remedy, removal actions.

5. Short-Term Effectiveness. Alternative 2 7. Cost. Alternative 2 is estimated to cost
has greater short-term effectiveness and $253,000, and Alternative 3 is estimated to
Alternative 3 is moderately effective, cost $4.3 million.
Alternative 2 has greater short-term
effectiveness because it does not involve 8. State Agency Acceptance. The State of

California as a participant in the decision-
construction (excavation), transportation, or making team has reviewed the Proposedtreatment activities; therefore, Alternative 2

Plan and supports the preferred alternative.
does not pose potential health and safety
risks to site workers or local residents. 9. Community Acceptance. This will be
Alternative 3 has moderate short-term evaluated after the public comment period
effectiveness because it poses a short-term ends, A responsiveness summary in the _,
risk to the public during construction ROD will document responses to public ]
activities, including excavation and loading comments. /Page8



1. Overallprotectionof humanhealthand theenvironmentaddresseswhetheror nota remedyprovides
adequateprotectionanddescribeshowrisksposedthrougheachpathwayareeliminated,reduced,or
controlled.

2. Compliancewith ARARsaddresseswhetheror nota remedywillmeetallapplicableor relevantand
appropriatefederalandstateenvironmentallawsandregulationsorprovidegroundsfora waiver.

3. Long-termeffectivenessandpermanencerefersto theabilityofa remedyto providereliableprotectionof
humanhealthandthe environmentovertime.

4. Reductionof toxicity,mobility_or volumethroughtreatment referstopreferencefor a remedythat
reduceshealthhazards,themovementof contaminants,orthequantityofcontaminantsat thesitethrough
treatment.

5. Short-termeffectivenessaddressesperiodof timeneededtocompleteremedyandanyadverseeffectsto
humanhealthandtheenvironmentthatmaybecausedduringconstructionand implementationof the
remedy.

6. Implementabilityreferstothe technicalandadministrativefeasibilityof the remedy,includingavailabilityof
materialsandservicesneededtocarryoutthe remedyandcoordinationoffederal,state,andlocal
governmentstoworktogetherto cleanupthe site.

7. Cos.___ttevaluatesestimatedcapitaland operationandmaintenancecostsof eachalternativein comparisonto
otherequallyprotectivemeasures.

8. Stateacceptance indicateswhetherthestateagreeswith, opposes,or has no commenton thealternative.

9. Community acceptance includesdeterminingwhichcomponentsof thealternativesinterestedpersonsin
thecommunitysupport,have reservationsabout,or oppose(notcompleteuntil publiccommentson
proposedplanare received).

NCPevaluationcriteriaare divided intothreecategories:
"_._ • Threshold.Thesecriteria(1 and2) mustbe satisfiedforan alternativeto be eligible.

• Primary balancing.Thesecriteria(3,4, 5, 6, and 7) are used to weighmajortrade-offsamong
alternatives.

• Modifying. Onceall commentsare evaluated,stateandcommunityacceptance(8and9) mayprompt
modificationsof thefinal remedyandare thus designatedmodifyingcriteria.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE immediate risk to children, future residents, or
others. Soil below a 4-foot depth and beneath

The Navy, in coordination with the regulatory hardscape and buildings in developed areas will
agencies, developed the preferred alternative, be managed by the preferred alternative. The
Alternative 2 ICs. The Preferred Alternative Navy proposes the Preferred Alternative as the
represents the second phase of the Navy's second and final phase of the response action
response action and is the final remedy for that secures the site and manages the potential
Site 25 soil. In 2002, the Navy completed the long-term risks by implementing the preferred
first phase, which was removal of over alternative of ICs.
66,700 cubic yards of soil from the ground
surface to a depth of 2 feet throughout the Alternative 2 uses ICs to manage long-term
areas with the greatest PAH concentrations, risks by minimizing exposure to impacted soil
Post-removal evaluations of the human health that contains unacceptable levels of
risk from exposure to soil at Parcels 181,182, contaminants that occur below a depth of 4 feet
and 183, show that in the undeveloped areas, in the undeveloped areas and potentially
the soil from surface to a depth of 4 feet is beneath hardscape and buildings. ICs are
protective of human health and there is no outlined in Table 4 (page 7).

'\
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NCP Criteria 1 2 3 =J
No Action IC IC, Excavation

Protectiveoverall? No Yes Yes
Compliantw/ARARs? No Yes Yes

Long-termeffectiveness and permanence O _) _)

Reduction of toxicity, mobility,or volume via None None Nonetreatment

Short-term effectiveness O • _D

Implementability • • •

Cost ($M) O 0.25 4.3

State acceptance State concurs with the Proposed Remedy
Community acceptance To be evaluated after the Public Comment Period

O = low Excavationto 2 feet bgs

_D = moderate IC- Institutional Controls
Alternative 2 is the Preferred Alternative

• = high

SUMMARY STATEMENT

Basedon informationcurrentlyavailable,the
preferredalternativefor soil is protectiveof The environmentalteam,which hasbeen working ..
humanhealthand is the most appropriate, cooperativelyto addressremedialdecisionsfor
feasible,and cost-effectiveremedythat can be Alameda PointSite25 soil and will signthe ROD,
implementedat the earliestpossibletime. consistsof:
Basedon the highconfidencelevel that risks • The Navy
are not underestimated,and extensivesite • EPARegion9
characterization,the risk managementrange is • DTSC
protectiveof humanhealthfor the residential • RWQCB
exposuresat Site 25. Thefirst phaseof the
responseaction removedsoilwith the highest

PAHconcentrations;the secondand final OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC
phaseof the responseactionsecuresthe site
and addresseslong-termrisk by reducing INVOLVEMENT
exposurethroughimplementationof ICs. The Information Repositories
PreferredAlternativemeetsthethreshold Individualsinterestedinthe fulltechnicaldetails
criteriaandsatisfiesthefollowingstatutory beyondthe scopeof thisProposedPlanshould
requirementsofCERCLA121(b): visiteitherof the twolocalInformation
1. Protectiveof humanhealthandthe RepositoriesinAlameda:

environment. • AlamedaPoint- 950 WestMallSquare,
2. CompliantwithARARS. Bldg.1, Rooms240 and241

3. Cost-effective. • AlamedaPublicLibrary-2200ACentral
Avenue

4. Utilizespermanentsolutionsandalternative
treatmenttechnologiesto themaximum
extentpracticable......

T
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Supporting documents describing the field • Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
investigation, laboratory analysis, and risk Southwest
assessment are part of the Alameda Point 1220 Pacific Highway

"_ Administrative Record (AR) and are available San Diego, CA 92132-5190
for your review at the Information Repositories ATTN: Diane Silva FISC Building 1,3rd Floor
in Alameda. These reports include: Phone (619) 532-3676

• 2002 - Operable Unit 5 Remedial

Investigation Report PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
• 2005 - Final Soil Feasibility Study Report,

Operable Unit 5 The 30-day public comment period for the
Proposed Plan is August 21 through

Site Contacts September 20, 2006.

Community involvement in the decision-making Submit Comments
process is encouraged. If you have any There are two ways to provide comments
questions or concerns about environmental during this period:
activities at Alameda Point, please feel free to
contact any of the following project • Offer oral comments during ,dh
representatives: the public meeting !• Provide written comments
• Mr. Thomas Macchiarella by mail, e-mail, or fax (no

BRAC Environmental Coordinator later than September 20,
Department of the Navy 2006)
Program Management Office West
1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900 Public Meeting
San Diego, CA 92108-4310 The public meeting will be held on
(619) 532-0907 September 12, 2006 at Alameda Point, 950

West Mall Square, Room 201 from 6:30 pm
• Ms. Anna-Marie Cook to 8:00 pm. It will be an opportunity to

\._ Project Manager discuss the information presented in this
U.S. EPA, Region 9 Proposed Plan. Navy representatives will
75 Hawthorne Street provide visual displays and information on
San Francisco, CA 94105 the environmental investigations and the
(415) 972-3029 remedial alternatives

evaluated. You will have
• Ms. Judy Huang an opportunity to ask

Project Manager questions and formally
San Francisco Bay RWQCB comment on this Proposed
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 Plan.
Oakland, CA 94612
(510) 622-2363 Send Comments to:

Mr. Thomas Macchiarella
• Ms. Dot Lofstrom BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Project Manager Department of the Navy
Department of Toxic Substances Control BRAC Program Management Office West
8800 Cal Center Drive 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900
Sacramento, CA 95826 San Diego, CA 92108-4310
(916) 255-6449 Phone (619) 532-0907 ._

Fax (619) 532-0940
Administrative Record Website address is:

The AR is the collection of reports and historical www.bracpmo.navy.mil
documents used by the decision-making team thomas.macchiarella@ navy.mil
in the selection of cleanup or environmental
management alternatives. The AR file provides
the RI, the FS, and the removal action reports

completedbytheNavyforthesitediscussedin

this Proposed Plan. The AR File is located at:
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CERCLA requires that remedial actions meet federal or state (if more stringent) environmental standards, requirements,
criteria, or limitationsthat are determined to be applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). Significant _J
potentialARARs that will be met by the preferred remedyfor soil impacted with PAHsare listed below.

Potential Federal ARARs

There are no Federal ARARs specific to the Preferred Alternative.

Potential State of California ARARS

Substantive requirementsof the following requirementsOfthe California Code of Regulations and the California Health and
Safety Code (HSC) have been determinedto be state action-specificARARs for implementationof ICs for property that will be
transferred to a non-federal entity:

• Cal. Code Regs. tit 22, §67391.1, Land Use Covenants
• HSC §§25202.5; 25222.1; 25355.5(a)(1)(C), 25232(b)(1)(A)-(E), 25233(c), and §25234

GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL TERMS
Administrative Record (AR) - The reports and historical documents used institutional controls (ICs) - Administrative and legal controls,
in selection of cleanupor environmental management alternatives, established and administered to restrict use of propertyto limit human

exposure to contaminatedwaste, soil, sediment, or groundwater.
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) -
Federalor state (if more stringent) environmentalstandards, requirements, Installation Restoration Program (IR) - Department of Defense's
criteria, or limitations, comprehensive program to investigate and clean up environmental

contamination at military facilities in full compliance with CERCLA.

BBase Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Program - Program polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) - Man-made industrial chemicals
established by Congress under which Department of Defense installations previously synthesized and commercialized in North America in 1929
undergo closure, environmentalcleanup, and property transfer to other and used until the late 1970s.
federal agencies or communities for reuse.

polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) - Specific class or group of
below ground surface (bgs) - Collection depth of a sample or depth of an semivolatile organic compounds whose molecules consist of multiple
excavation, benzene rings; some are suspected as cancer-causing compounds.

ComprehensiveEnvironmental Response, Compensation and Commonly associated with non-combustedfuels and wasteoil. _/
Liability Act (CERCLA) - Also known as Superfund, this federal law "Polynuclear" means multi-ringed.
regulates environmental investigation and cleanupof sites identifiedas reasonable maximum exposure - Potential durationand frequency
possibly posing a risk to human health or the environment. estimated by dividing daily intake by time of exposure.

California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic record of decision (ROD) - A legaldocument that explains the
Substances (DTSC) - California's environmentalprotection agency. Also selected cleanup method to be used. It is signed by the Navy and
known as Cal/EPA, but herein referred to as DTSC. regulatory agencies and is a binding agreement regarding the final

remedy.
ecological risk assessment (ERA) - Evaluation of potential hazard to
plants, animals, and habitat as a result of environmental exposure to Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)- The California
chemicals, water quality authority.

exposure pathway - Mechanism by which a chemical comes into contact remedial action objective (RAO) - Cleanup objective.

with a living organism, remedial investigation (RI) - One of the two majorstudies that must
be completedbefore a decision can bemade about how to clean up a

feasibility study (FS) - Analysis of proposed remedialalternatives to site (the FS is the second study).The RI is designed to evaluatethe
evaluate their effectiveness in reductionof risk to human health and the nature and extent of contamination at the site.
environment.

risk - Likelihoodor probabilitythat a hazardous substance released to
hazard index (HI) - Summation of hazard quotients for multiple the environment willcause adverse effects on exposed human or other
chemicals, biological receptors. Classified as carcinogenicor non-carcinogenic.

hazard quotient (HQ) - Ratio of exposure to toxicity of an individual risk management - Evaluation and implementationof options or
chemical, measuresto reduce risk, including but not limited to, such options as no

further action, monitoring only, or gathering additional data before
human health risk assessment (HHRA)- Estimateof potential harmful making a decision.
effects humans may experience as a result of exposure to chemicals.
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Proposed Plan Comment Form
Alameda Point Site 25 Soil

The public comment period for the Proposed Plan for Operable Unit Site 25 Soil, Former Naval Air
Station (NAS) Alameda at Alameda Point, Alameda, California is from August 21,2006 through
September 20, 2006. A public meeting to present the Proposed Plan will be held at the Alameda Point
Main Office Building, Room 201,950 West Mall Square, Bldg. 1, Alameda, California on September 12,
2006 from 6:30 to 8:00 pm. You may provide your comments verbally at the public meeting where your
comments will be recorded by a stenographer. Alternatively, you may provide written comments in the
space provided below or on your own stationary. All written comments must be postmarked no later
than September 20, 2006. You may also submit this form to a Navy representative at the public
meeting. Comments are also being accepted by e-mail; please address e-mail comments to:
thomas.macchiarella @navy.mil.

Name:

Representing:

Phone Number:

Address:

% " Comments:

Mail to:

Mr. Thomas Macchiarella
BRAC Environmental Coordinator

Department of the Navy
Program Management Office West
1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900

\_F San Diego, CA 92108-4310

| Don'tforget: A PublicMeetingforthe ProposedPlanwillbe heldonSeptember12,2006at theAlamedaPointMainOfficeBuilding



This page intentionally left blank. ,, _,



, This page intentionally left blank.



Ms.TommieJeanDamrel
CommunityInvolvementCoordinator
SulTech
135MainStreet,Suite1800
SanFrancisco,CA 94105

Proposed Plan for
Installation Restoration Site 25 Soil
Former NAS Alameda



9444 Farnharn Street, Suile 210

San Diego, CA 92123
tel: 858 268-3383
fax: 858 268-9677

,,: >J

August 18, 2006
Doc. No. 7574

Ms. Mary E. Parker
Department of the Navy
Base Realignment and Closure
Program Management Office West
1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900

San Diego, CA 92108
i

Subject: Navy Contract No, N68711-00-D-0004, Delivery Order 0038
Multi-Media Environmental Compliance
Installation Restoration Site 25 Soil, Former NAS Alameda, Alameda, CA
Submittal of Final Proposed Plan for Installation Restoration Site 25 Soil

Dear Ms. Parker:

In accordance with your request, enclosed are two copies and one CD of the Final Proposed Plan
for Installation Restoration Site 25 Soil, Former NAS Alameda, Alameda, California.

With the Navy's cover letter, we have distributed copies to the regulatory agencies per the
distribution list. We have sent three copies to Ms. Diane Silva for the administrative record. We
have placed two copies in each of the two Alameda public information repositories. Per the
public distribution mailing list, individual copies were mailed to 683 addresses.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please call Mike Allen or me at (858)
268-3383.

Sincerely,

Larry Davidson, P.E.
Program Manager
CDM Federal Programs Corporation

c: J. Howell-Payne, NAVFAC Southwest (w/o)
D. Silva, NAVFAC Southwest (w/3)
C. Zakowski
M. Allen
File

consulting.en,qineerin,qconstruction.operations


